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Introduction
On Feb. 27, 2000, Paul J. Hoeper,

then Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Acquisition, Logistics and Tech-
nology, signed the following policy:

“The Department of the Army
holds supportability to be co-equal in
importance with the materiel devel-
opment considerations of cost, sched-
ule and performance. Accordingly, it is
incumbent upon everyone involved in
the acquisition and logistics processes
to ensure that system supportability is
fully addressed throughout the devel-
opment, acquisition, fielding, and uti-
lization of the system. AR [Army Regu-
lation] 700-127, Integrated Logistics
Support, provides Army policy on sup-
portability planning and execution.”

Public law and federal policies
such as the Government Perfor-
mance and Results Act of 1993 and
the National Partnership for Re-
inventing Government (formerly
known as the National Performance
Review) require governmental agen-
cies to develop strategic plans, per-
formance measures, annual perform-
ance plans, and performance report-
ing procedures. 

In keeping with the above guid-
ance, it is imperative that a supporta-
bility performance measurement sys-
tem be developed and implemented.
The initial steps have been taken in
the development of DOD and Army
strategic logistics strategies. These
documents contain strategic-level
goals, objectives, and metrics such as
optimizing cycle times, attaining a
specific percentage of mission-
capable rates, improving strategic
mobility, implementing customer
wait time, fully implementing joint
total asset visibility, re-engineering
and modernizing applicable logistics
processes and systems, and reducing
weapon system logistics support
costs.

Performance Measurement
According to author and consult-

ant H. James Harrington, “Measure-
ment is the first step that leads to
control and eventually to improve-
ment; if you can’t measure some-

thing, you can’t understand it; if you
can’t understand it, you can’t control
it; if you can’t control it, you can’t
improve it.” 

Authors and educators have pro-
vided numerous models for use in
developing and implementing a per-
formance measurement system.
Some of the more popular models
are: The Balanced Scorecard, by Drs.
Robert Kaplan and David Norton;
The Performance Pyramid, by Kelvin
F. Cross and Richard L. Lynch; and
The Supply-Chain Operations Refer-
ence Model, by the Supply-Chain
Council. Each of these models, while
different in nomenclature and num-
ber of steps in the process, has simi-
lar characteristics. Each relates the
measurement system to the organi-
zational mission, vision, values, and
strategy. Each identifies key success
factors (KSFs), drivers, and enablers
related to the organizational mission,
vision, values, and strategy. Each
defines the “few” critical perform-
ance metrics, or indices, that will
serve as the best indicators of per-
formance against the goals and
objectives that were determined to
be critical to success. Finally, each
emphasizes the importance of con-
tinually re-evaluating performance
measures and to taking corrective
action as required. Although these
authors recommend different for-
mats and content, they all agree on
the importance of combining these

characteristics into a performance
measurement plan (PMP). The PMP
is a tool that helps define and man-
age a performance measurement
system. 

Supportability
MIL-HDBK-502, Acquisition

Logistics, defines supportability as
“ the degree to which system design
characteristics and planned logistics
support resources meet system
peacetime and wartime require-
ments. Supportability is the capabil-
ity of a total system design to support
operations and readiness needs
throughout the system’s service life at
an affordable cost. It provides a
means of assessing the suitability of a
total system design for a set of opera-
tional needs within the intended
operations and support environment
(including cost constraints).”

When integrated logistics sup-
port (ILS) management and support-
ability analyses are properly applied
in the systems engineering process,
the result should be a balance be-
tween the designs of the materiel sys-
tem and the supportability structure.
Balance is achieved by performing
trade-off analysis and fact-based
decisionmaking. The word balance is
used to show the interrelationship
and interdependency between cost,
schedule, performance, and support-
ability. A performance requirement
for a specified reliability level will
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impact the cost, schedule, and sup-
portability parameters of that same
system. Therefore, trade-offs be-
tween these four elements are
required to find the optimum 
mix of design, affordability, and
supportability.

The ILS management process, as
defined by AR 700-127, Integrated
Logistics Support (ILS), is character-
ized by 10 elements (see figure):
maintenance planning; support
equipment; supply support; com-
puter resources support; manpower
and personnel; facilities; packaging,

handling, storage, and transporting;
technical data; training and support
training; and design influence.

Performance Metrics
The Army ILS Executive Commit-

tee concluded that performance met-
rics were needed for each of the ILS
elements and provided a list of met-
rics that would indicate the level of
performance for each element. This
listing can be found in DA Pamphlet
700-56.

If each of the ILS elements is
considered a KSF, then it is relatively

easy to develop a basic supportability
PMP. The benefit of such a format for
the PMP is that it provides a com-
plete map of the critical processes
and their associated measures. It also
complements the contents of several
of the other program executive office
and program management docu-
ments (i.e., Acquisition Program
Baseline, Operational Requirements
Document, Acquisition Strategy, Test
and Evaluation Master Plan, Sup-
portability Strategy, Program Work
Breakdown Structure, Statement of
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Work, and Modified Integrated Pro-
gram Summary). 

Although most of the headings of
the PMP are self-descriptive, a few
require some additional comments.
The Life Cycle Phase is important
because the measures will change
over the course of the life cycle. It is
likely one would require a PMP for
each phase of the life cycle. The Deci-
sion Level of the PMP refers to the
strategic, operational, or tactical
metrics. The selected Performance
Measure will vary according to the
decision level. Strategic-level metrics
come from the DOD and Army stra-
tegic logistics strategies (i.e., a 20-
percent reduction in the total 
ownership cost of a given system).
Operational-level metrics come from
program management documents
and DOD and Army regulations and
pamphlets (i.e., mean time between
failure, order ship time, and adminis-
trative lead time/procurement lead
time). The tactical-level metrics
come from Army, major command,
and major subordinate command
regulations and policies (i.e., retail-
level supply, maintenance, and trans-
portation data). 

Critical Factors
No single organization, individ-

ual, or manager can give attention to
hundreds or even thousands of dif-
ferent performance measures. When
there are multiple performance
measures, they should be consoli-
dated into groupings that cover a
broader area. These groupings are
called critical success factors (CSFs).
These CSFs must be displayed so
that management and employees
can interpret them and react appro-
priately. Additionally, there should be
no more than 6-12 CSFs. 

An example of a familiar per-
formance measurement system
made up of CSFs can be found on
the dashboard of a car. Drivers only
need a few critical pieces of informa-
tion to safely operate their vehicles.
The fuel gauge, speedometer, engine
gauge, odometer, and some key

warning lights provide this
information. 

A system’s supportability per-
formance is based on several CSFs.
The focus is on seven performance
metrics, an earned value graphic,
and a list of “warning lights.” The
seven core supportability metrics
are: availability/supportability, cost,
schedule, technical performance,
asset visibility, customer wait time,
and manpower and personnel. Sup-
portability cannot be fully measured
by one single metric because balance
is required. For example, if a 99-
percent availability/supportability
rate is reported, but that rate caused
higher costs or additional manpower,
a manager could begin to make
informed decisions. Additional in-
vestigation might show that the 99-
percent rate caused no increase in
performance compared to a 97-
percent rate. The manager must

decide if the increase in availability is
worth the increase in manpower. 

When the seven core metrics are
visible, a manager can balance
between them. The earned value
graphic allows the manager to see
the plan, to determine what per-
formance has been against the plan,
and to see future projections. The
warning lights are used to indicate
potential problems. For example, 
a late contract delivery that affects
the schedule and cost may be a
warning light. Another example
might be when there has been a
decrement in a specific appropria-
tion impacting one of the supporta-
bility characteristics.

Conclusion
Not only is measuring supporta-

bility required by law, it is sound
business practice. The future success
of the Army is dependent on achiev-
ing an acceptable mix between
highly reliable designs and effective
and efficient support structures. As a
reminder of how critical the issue of
supportability is to mission accom-
plishment, consider the following
rhyme: “For want of a nail, the shoe
was lost; For want of the shoe, the
horse was lost; For want of the horse,
the rider was lost; For want of the
rider, the battle was lost; For want of
the battle, the kingdom was lost, And
all for the want of a nail.”
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